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1. General observations
1 Pius ten Hacken is Professor of Translation Studies at Innsbruck University.  He has
published articles in specialized journals like Linguistische Berichte Sonderheft, Quaderns
de  Filología:  Estudis  lingüístics,  SKASE  Journal  of  Theoretical  Linguistics,  Kwartalnik
Neofilologiczny  or  CORELA.  He  has  released  chapters  or  whole  books  mostly  on
morphology  ever  since  1994.  He  “has  worked  on  the  machine  translation  project
Eurotra and at universities in Basel (Computer Science and General Linguistics) and
Swansea (French and Translation Studies)” (p. i). 
 
2. Synopsis of the book
2.1. Introduction 
2 The eleven pages written by Pius ten Hacken, which are very clear, correspond to the
first  chapter where the semantic dimension is  emphasized from the outset.  It  soon
becomes obvious that the book, which “was inspired by a workshop organized at the
19th Congrès International des Linguistes / International Congress of Linguists, which
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took place in Geneva from 21 to 27 July 2013” (p. x), is aimed at specialists or advanced
level students.  For instance, the abbreviations used page 1 in the phrase “RDPs and
Variable R” are only explained page 3. The author chooses a historical point of view to
take stock of the research carried out on compounds: he goes back to the 1960s where
you can find “The oldest generative account of compounds” (p. 2) and quotes the main
references – R. Lees, J. Katz as well as P. Postal – before mentioning J. Levi and M. Allen
in the late 1970s or E. Selkirk in the 1980s. He discusses their theories, analyses the
interplay of influences and does not evade the main problems: trying to find solutions
implies detailing a particular linguistic framework so as to see how to improve it. That
is why he focuses on three of them: Ray Jackendoff’s [2002], Rochelle Lieber’s [2004] and
Pavol  Štekauer’s  [1998,  2005].  The  book  is  thus  composed  of  articles  by  various
European and American contributors who have chosen one of these theories, the most
represented  being  R. Jackendoff’s.  The  content  is  quite  abstract  because  of  this
theoretical angle, but also concrete thanks to the numerous examples provided from
the  start.  The  cross-language  approach  enables  the  contributors  to  reach  a  wider
readership,  the  questions  of  linguistic  borrowing  and  of  potential  intersections
between languages being at stake. 
3 There are three parts: the first is devoted to “Frameworks” (p. 13-68), the second to
“Noun-noun  compounds”  (p. 69-149)  and  the  third  to  “Other  compound  types”
(p. 151-207),  which  makes  for  a  logical  line  of  reasoning.  As  stated  by  the  author,
chapter 12,  which  is  entitled  “Three  analyses  of  compounding:  a  comparison”  and
spans  22  pages,  serves  as  a  conclusion.  It  offers  a  comparison  between  the  three
frameworks and reflects the editor’s open-mindedness as readers can select the theory
they prefer: they can easily see which is most appropriate depending on the exemplars
and the context. 
The 14-page References section is organized in alphabetical order and it is a pity to
notice that no categories whatsoever have been defined. Hinged on either the nature of
the  document  or  the  theory  under  study,  they  could  have  facilitated  the  reader’s
choices. 
The 5-page Author index is very useful and quite detailed given that under the author’s
name each work is designated by its year of publication, itself followed by the page
number of the quotes in the present book. What is more, the links to other references
which might be useful within a discussion have been added. The 3-page Subject index
includes lower- and upper-case words,  among which some are synthesized by their
abbreviations within brackets, while cross-references are introduced by the phrase “see
also”. Hence, it is easy for the reader to learn more on a given topic.
 
3. Detailed presentation of each chapter 
3.1. Chapter 2, “English noun-noun compounds in Conceptual
Semantics” by Ray Jackendoff
4 By asking R. Jackendoff to write the first chapter himself, P. ten Hacken has enabled us
to  know  more  about  one  of  the  three  theoretical  frameworks  on  which  the  book
focuses, which is a good idea. Within the framework of “Conceptual Semantics” (p. 18),
which “incorporates a great deal of what is usually called pragmatics” (p. 18), the main
tenets are linked to “the Head Principle” or to such linguistic phenomena as coinage,
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“recursivity” and interpretation. As far as the latter is concerned, two factors come
into play according to the author of this article: 
semantic interpretation is highly dependent on the pragmatics of the words being
combined and on the contextual specifics of use. The language-user must home in
on the intended meaning of a novel compound by making use of (a) the semantic
details of the constituent words and (b) the discourse and extralinguistic context.
Syntax does not give much support. (p. 18)
5 When  analyzing  compounds,  you  have  to  keep  in  mind  rules  without  forgetting
exceptions and ask yourself whether paraphrasing is possible or not as you have to take
into consideration “the limits of compositionality” (p. 18). R. Jackendoff suggests “the
simple  event  schema”  (p. 20),  the  phrase  “event  schema”  being  borrowed  from
R. Langacker  [1987]  as  well  as  C. Fillmore  and  S. Atkins  [1992].  He  defines  as
“promiscuous (by contrast with ambiguous)” (p. 20) words like boxcar or pontoon bridge
that  can  have  multiple  meanings  “simultaneously,  in  cooperation  rather  than  in
competition”  (p. 20).  Other  keywords  he  relies  on  are  “profiling”  (p. 21),  “action
modality”  (p. 22)  and  “cocomposition”  (p. 24),  which  he  passes  in  review  before
pondering in more detail “the Head Principle and the Argument Schema” (p. 25) along
with “the Modifier Schema” (p. 26).
6 “Given two nouns N1 and N2 that mean X1 and Y2 respectively” and F being the “function
F (X1, Y2) that yields the meaning of the compound [N1 N2]” (p. 18), he proposes “thirteen
basic functions” (p. 27) to help classify compounds, which are very convenient and easy
to use. They are: CLASSIFY (X, Y), BE (Y, X), SIMILAR (X, Y), KIND (X, Y), BE (X, AT/IN/ON Y),
COMP (X, Y), MADE (X, FROM Y), PART (X, Y), CAUSE (X, Y), MAKE (X, Y), X serves as Y, HAVE
(X,  Y),  PROTECT (X,  Y,  FROM Z).  He then hints at  the possibility of  there being more
relations, as many as twenty or thirty, as a result of “all the variants and reversibility”
(p. 31). To illustrate his theory, he has a look at some locative relations around such
examples as water fountain, coal mine or gas pipe among others, which permits him to use
material  from  the  meanings  of  N1  and  N2.  The  last  section,  which  is  devoted  to
“generative schemata for F” (p. 33-35), shows how basic functions can overlap and how
proper  function  has  to  be  factored  in  when  construing  the  meaning  of  some
compounds like barbershop or piano bench.  Others like pig tail or sea horse exemplify
“metaphor coercion” (p. 34-35), which is tackled before the “closing remarks” of this
thought-provoking paper.
 
3.2. Chapter 3, “Compounding in the lexical semantic framework” by
Rochelle Lieber
7 R. Lieber presents her own framework in three parts and deals with compounds and
their interpretation from a morphological point of view. She uses two metaphors in her
theory:  that  of  “the  semantic  skeleton which  contains  those  aspects  of  lexical  and
affixal meaning that are syntactically relevant” and that of “the semantic body which
contains  all  aspects  of  meaning  that  are  encyclopedic  in  nature”  (p. 38).  The  term
“skeleton”,  which  might  not  be  considered  a  fine  one  especially  for  the  study  of
modern  languages  that  keep  evolving,  proves  problematic  since  the  corresponding
concept  does  not  apply  to  all  compounds.  As  such  it  does  not  contribute  to  a
comprehensive  coherent  framework,  contrary  to  the  tools  used  by  her  fellow
theoreticians: 
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For  these  compounds  [coordinate  ones],  as  with  the  attributive  compounds
discussed  in  the  next  section,  we  cannot  rely  merely  on  the  skeletons  of  the
compounded elements to explain the range of possible interpretations. (p. 47)
8 Although  there  are  differences  between  languages,  a  list  of  “semantic  features”
(p. 39-40)  that  are  part  of  a “universal  inventory”  is  provided  (p. 39)  while  “the
principle of coindexation” which R. Lieber proposed in 2009 is further detailed. 
9 All these elements make for a more abstract framework than R. Jackendoff’s and a more
difficult one to handle too though the starting point is S. Scalise and A. Bisetto’s 2009
clear classification of compounds. Their three categories are taken up – subordinate,
coordinate and attributive – while a further distinction is made between endocentric
and  exocentric  compounds.  R. Lieber,  who  talks  about  “affixation”  as  opposed  to
“compounding”, analyzes the three categories around the suffixes -er and -ee especially.
In the case of N1N2 where N2 is an “eventive deverbal noun”, she shows that N1 can be a
subject  or  a  complement  and  insists  on  the  fact  that  “subject  interpretations  of
compounds based on nominalizations in -ation or -ing” (p. 44) had long been believed to
be impossible, notably by T. Roeper and D. Siegel [1978] or E. Selkirk [1982]. She then
focuses on the “Event reading skeleton” vs the “result reading skeleton” (p. 44) and on
“Non-affixal (de)verbal compounds” in which “one element is always interpreted as an
argument of the other” (p. 45-46).  She thinks that she has greatly improved on the
previous literature on the subject and says so explicitly: “the most thorough analysis,
to my knowledge, is that given in Lieber [2010]” (p. 46). Yet in coordinate compounds,
the notion of skeleton does not apply, which proves problematic, as written above. You
might wonder why R. Lieber asserts that “The argument for exocentricity hinges on the
hyponymy test: if we consider blue-green to be neither a sort of blue nor a sort of green,
then  the  compound  arguably  might  be  considered  exocentric”  (p. 47,  n5).  Indeed,
“blue-green” is supposed to be a certain kind of green, which is to say a green tinged
with blue as opposed to “green-blue”, which denotes a certain kind of blue tinged with
green.  It  is  clear  that  in  such  adjectival  compounds  one  colour  is  deemed  to  be
prevalent: the one denoted by Adj2 in Adj1Adj2. 
10 The  concatenation  of  “lexical  semantic  representations”  in  the  case  of  attributive
compounds  (p. 49)  is  not  really  informative.  This  also  goes  towards  proving  that
R. Lieber’s  approach is  more  descriptive  than analytical,  contrary  to  R. Jackendoff’s
where the clear-cut categories can be applied to a wealth of compounds. We might also
ask ourselves whether the adjective “American” can be described as “- scalar” (p. 50
since the sentence “That’s not a very American way to behave.” could be acceptable. There
is no thorough explanation of rock hard given that in the description “[+material ([i])]
[˗dynamic, +scalar ([j])]”, which is not particularly legible, the reasons why *stone hard
is ungrammatical are not stated. You may think it is a pity that none of the following
adjectival  compounds were provided as  points  of  comparison:  stone-blind,  stone-cold, 
stone-deaf, stone-dead and *rock deaf, for instance. In the analysis of exocentricity, which
is defined as being multi-faceted and draws on L. Bauer’s theory [2010],  the case of
doctor-patient understood as “a single person who is both doctor and patient at once”
(p. 52) might have been exemplified. It would have been interesting to check whether it
features in any corpus or whether it is just a theoretical example. 
11 Although the  conclusion offers  a  recapitulation  in  the  form of  generalizations,  the
sentence  “attributives  are  unrestricted  in  the  relationships  that  can  be  expressed
between compound members” [53] might have been expanded on. It could have been
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stimulating to know whether there is really not a single counterexample in any corpus
or  in  the  literature.  R. Lieber  deplores  the  fact  that  “frameworks  like  Distributed
Morphology [Harley 2009]] or Borer’s exocentric model [Borer 2013] still try to account
for compounding within purely syntactic frameworks” (p. 53). Yet, readers may think
that one theory can be enriched by another and that different frameworks might be
complementary.  The  real  challenge  would  be  to  offer  simultaneously  semantic  and
syntactical explanations so as to bring the two fields of research together instead of
stressing that they are mutually exclusive. 
 
3.3. Chapter 4, “Compounding from an onomasiological perspective”
by Pavol Štekauer
12 P. Štekauer  here  completes  two  chapters  he  wrote  in 1998  and  2005  to  detail  his
theoretical framework, which differs from others including in terminology. According
to him, the semasiological approach to word formation does not put enough emphasis
on  meaning,  which  explains  why in  the  onomasiological  framework,  the  word
“compounding” is not used in the same way. Historically speaking, form and meaning
were considered to be interrelated by F.  de Saussure, the Prague School of Linguistics
and then Cognitive Linguistics. The present article was written from the perspective
provided by M. Dokulil [1962] and focuses on a “triad of relations” with a practical goal,
a pragmatic one, in mind: “the extralinguistic reality”, “the speech community” and
“the word formation component (word formation rules)” (p. 55). The point of view is
that of the language-user, which is very attractive because you can project yourself into
the linguistic situations that are alluded to, the speech act being common to us all.
While he does not use any abstractions or jargon the better to study productivity and
language coiners’ preferences, P. Štekauer does not forget to mention all the factors
coming  into  play  such  as  the  socio-  and  psycholinguistic  ones,  which  makes  for  a
comprehensive  theory.  Clear  definitions  are  provided  whenever  a  term  potentially
unknown to readers is used, for example “onomasiological” and “onomatological”.
13 In  the  second part,  basic  principles  are  proposed to  illustrate  the  theory,  which is
founded  on  the  speaker’s  cognition.  Semantic  categories  “like  Agent,  Patient,
Instrument, Location, Time, and Manner” are set in a system that centres on what the
author calls:
the onomasiological mark (modifier in the mainstream approach), which specifies the
base,  consists  of  the  determining constituent  and the determined constituent,  the
onomasiological base standing for a class to which the object to be named belongs.
(p. 56)
14 P. Štekauer  clearly  demonstrates  how to  apply  “the Morpheme-to-Seme-Assignment
Principle”  (p. 57),  which mobilizes  both the paradigmatic  and syntagmatic  axes.  He
shows  us  how  to  represent  “the  onomasiological  structure”  (p. 58)  through  simple
examples  like  writer,  novelist,  guitar player and  guitarist.  He  also  reflects  on  the
competition  which  takes  place  between  two  conflicting  tendencies:  one  towards
“semantic transparency”, the other towards “economy of expression” (p. 58). It might
have been of interest firstly to know how the choice between the suffixes -or, -er or -ist
operates when it comes to determining the agent and secondly to carry out studies in
compatibility. The mention of “different naming strategies” (p. 58) leads P. Štekauer to
determine which complex words can be said to be either “listener/reader-friendly” or
“speaker/writer-friendly”  (p. 58).  It  seems  that  the  higher  the  degree  of  semantic
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transparency, the lower the degree of economy of expression, the more likely the word
is  to  belong  to  the  former  category.  For  readers  to  know  how  to  articulate  word
formation  and  word  interpretation,  interesting  onomasiological  “types”  are  then
neatly developed, which enable the author to do away with terms like “prefixation,
suffixation, back-formation, blending, conversion, reduplication”. One example is the
adjective “unhappy”, which pertains to onomasiological type 7 (p. 61):




15 The  third  part  deals  with  the  onomasiological  analysis  of  compounds  around  four
categories: SUBSTANCE, ACTION, QUALITY and CIRCUMSTANCE. The compound baby
book is chosen as an instance of polysemy, which gives P. Štekauer the possibility to
scrutinize  meaning  predictability.  While  opposing  verbal  compounds  and  primary
compounds, he insists that exocentric compounds are not headless, contrary to what
might have been written in the literature. According to him, “at the onomasiological
level – the base is always present no matter whether or not it is represented at the
onomatological level” (p. 63). To prove his point, he quotes the example of redskin, a
compound which can denote a person, more precisely a Native American, or a potato.
He makes it clear that “Not all exocentric compounds pertain to the same type” (p. 63).
He  also  passes  in  review  the  other  three  categories  –  ACTION,  QUALITY,
CIRCUMSTANCE –, by illustrating them along the same lines, that is to say by choosing
examples that are immediately understandable. 
16 In the conclusion, a very clear visual representation of the “onomasiological model of
complex words” (p. 67) helps you memorize the main points and compare this original
approach to others: while reducing theoretical tools to a bare minimum without ever
oversimplifying the discussion or jeopardizing the reasoning, it is easy to apply to all
compounds. 
 
3.4. Chapter 5, “Categorizing the modification relations in French
relational subordinative [NN]N compounds” by Pierre J. L. Arnaud 
17 In the introduction the author indicates that the framework he has chosen is that of
Cognitive Linguistics and starts by summarizing its tenets. He thinks that it is necessary
to expand on research carried out in the field: 
we need descriptions and inventories of these relations in order to understand the
processes and semantics of compounding. Such inventories are also necessary for
comparative and computational linguistics. The aim of the research presented here
is  descriptive:  to  produce  a  taxonomy  for  French  compounds  and  to  compare
French with English with respect to relations. (p. 72)
18 The  first  part  of  the  article  is  devoted  to  the  presentation  of  “French  relational
subordinative  [NN]N  compounds”  and  the  parallel  between  French  and  English
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coordinative and subordinative compounds, which are illustrated by a figure (p. 73).
What proves useful here is the literal word-for-word paraphrase and the translation
into English, which makes the specificity of French compounds stand out. It is manifest
that there is a majority of “morphologically and syntactically left-headed” compounds
in  French  (p. 73).  A  distinction  is  established  between  “semantically  two-headed”
coordinatives and “semantically single-headed” subordinatives in French (p. 72). The
differences between the two languages are obvious when it comes to the pluralization
of the non-head.
19 In the second part, P. Arnaud hints at research “on the semantics of English and French
relational  compounds”  (p. 74)  to  tell  us  more  about  the  various  theories  that  are
organized  around  different  categorizations  of  compounds.  He  goes  back  to
A. Darmesteter’s 1874 study, then to the late 1940s down to the present and tackles the
problem of  interpretation  which  precludes  exhaustivity.  Ambiguity  is  also  at  stake
since some compounds suffer from the “vagueness of category descriptions” (p. 75).
After analyzing the issues related to those taxonomies, he shows why the prepositional
approach  to  French  relational  compounds  was  not  reliable  and  why  another
classification was needed.
20 In the third part, he presents his initial research, which harks back to 2003, and gives
explanations of the method he has chosen. He says it was necessary for him to use
paraphrases which, for simplicity’s sake, were kept as short as possible, and to keep in
mind that there is “a continuum of abstraction in the categories” (p. 79). The numerous
examples  allow  you  to  understand  quickly  the  new  taxonomy,  which  betrays  the
influence of A. Hatcher [1960] as well as of M. Noailly [1990]. They are followed by the
presentation of four new categories:  “ANALOG (denotes analogy in an aspect of the
head), BE (denotes a state of the head), NON-HEAD SYMBOLIZES HEAD and NON-HEAD
SYMBOLIZED BY HEAD” (p. 81). Then comes the “Application to an extended data set”
(p. 81) with the aim of reaching “a more precise formulation of a relation to which
these units clearly belong in the first place” (p. 82). This enables us to grasp why some
new categories were added, which now brings the total to fifty-eight. The focus is then
on the five most frequent relations which are illustrated in a table although one has to
allow for some overlap between relations, a phenomenon that P. Arnaud links to what
R. Jackendoff  calls  examples  of  “promiscuity”.  Compared  to  the  latter’s  Conceptual
Semantics model, P. Arnaud’s is much less characterized by formalism. His comparison
between French and English relational compounds is very stimulating as it enables us
to get a better idea of the particularities of each language. He notices that the telic
relation prevails in French relationals and underscores the complexity of compound
semantics,  “compounding  consist[ing]  basically  in  the  pairing  of  concepts”  (p. 89).
Finally,  the  synthesis  in  the  appendix,  which  does  away  with  any  complicated
representation, is very clear and accessible even to students.
 
3.5. Chapter 6, “The semantics of NN combinations in Greek” by Zoe
Gavriilidou
21 Zoe  Gavriilidou  first  establishes  a  distinction  between a  sentence  and  a  compound
regarding the principle of compositionality understood from a semantic point of view.
To highlight the specificity of compounds, she lists the research carried out by J. Levi,
D. Cruse, P. Downing, B. Warren, V. Adams, N. Fabb, R. Dirven, M. Verspoor, R. Benczes,
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C. Gagné,  T. Spalding,  P. Štekauer  and  C. Charitonidis  to  infer  that  “major  issues
regarding especially the semantic interpretation of components remain open” (p. 96).
Having chosen R. Lieber’s framework, which, as she points out, is articulated around a
semantic / grammatical skeleton and a semantic / pragmatic body, she nevertheless
refers to S. Scalise and A. Bisetto’s 2009 “tripartite classification of compounds” (p. 96).
The focus is on NN combinations in Greek and the three subtypes applying to them,
which differ in the relations between N1 and N2 as well as in the “degree of semantic
transparency”  (p. 99).  Several  examples  are  given  to  illustrate  the  four  semantic
patterns at stake: coordinate NN combinations, attributive NN combinations, some of
which have expressive non-heads, attributive NN combinations with denominational
function and attributive NN combinations with expressive meaning. 
22 In the analysis of example (8) a) ρολόι-μαϊμού [rolόi-maimú] (lit. ‘watch-monkey’, i.e. a
fake watch) (p. 103; 106), it might have been apt to quote the English verb to ape.  In
example (9), which is centred on the Greek compounds for “woman-psychologist” and
“psychologist-woman”, it might have been interesting to know in more detail why the
nouns  can  be  in  the  reverse  order  (p. 103)  and  why  there  is  no  difference  in
connotation  as  the  author  says  (p. 105).  She  later  insists  that  “a  coordinate
interpretation is ruled out [in Greek] because the two elements are not given totally
equal status”, the Greek word for woman being used as a modifier (p. 108). She disagrees
with S. Scalise and A. Bisetto on the question of the role of the skeleton: according to
her,  in  Greek  attributive  NN  combinations  with  expressive  meaning  as  in  French,
Spanish or Italian, “the skeleton seems to play a role in making an evaluative or degree
reading  of  the  combination  possible”  (p. 107).  That  is  the  case  in  “έρευνα-μαμούϴ
[erevna-mamοuϴ] (lit. ‘research-mammoth’)”, which denotes “research that lasted for a
long  time  and  gathered  lots  of  data”  (p. 106).  In  the  concluding  summary,  she
emphasizes the role of the skeleton in coordinate and attributive NN combinations with
expressive meaning and the differences she has mentioned in Greek. 
 
3.6. Chapter 7, “The semantics of compounds in Swedish child
language” by Ingmarie Mellenius and Maria Rosenberg
23 This article, which gives us an overview of first language acquisition, is another cross-
language study that widens the scope of the book. For the authors, creative coinages
are the occasion to ask three questions related to the status of the morphological head
in some children’s compounds, the semantic relations within the NN compounds and
their  frequency.  After  first  defining  the  characteristics  of  Swedish  compounding,
I. Mellenius  and  M. Rosenberg  comment  on  the  research  in  the  domain,  taking  up
H. Clark’s five principles. They also refer to H. Clark and R. Berman [1987] as well as to
J. Becker [1994] so that readers can set their own comparisons between Hebrew, English
and Swedish regarding children’s linguistic tendencies as they utter novel compounds
or lexically innovate in any other way. I. Mellenius quotes her own 1997 PhD thesis to
show  how  children  make  progress  when  learning  their  mother  tongue  and  how
compounds as well as their constituents can be interpreted.
24 A presentation of both authors’ corpus-based approach and of the semantic structure
of NN compounds produced by Swedish children follows. We learn that the latter know
where to place the head at a very early stage, i.e. when they are as young as three and a
half,  and  that  their interpretation  is  influenced  by  the  context.  The  classification
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suggested  by  the  authors,  which  is  reminiscent  of  previous  research,  especially
R. Jackendoff’s  2009  and  2016  writings,  is  exemplified  by  five  types  of  “Purpose
relations”. In the case of the “Part-whole relation”, “a strict criterion” of use has been
established, “which  can  be  formulated  as  ‘one  cannot  take  away  the  part  without
causing damage to the whole’” (p. 119). In example (11), motorbil ‘motor-car’, for ‘car’
(p. 119),  a  parallel might  have  been  drawn  with  English  as  people  originally  said
“motor-car” and not just “car”, that means of transport being a new invention at the
time,  as  opposed  to  a  horse-drawn  vehicle,  for  instance.  We  can  notice  the  same
phenomenon in French, where “auto” is short for “automobile”, i.e. “voiture à moteur”.
Regarding the “Whole-part relation”, to which the authors decided to apply the same
strict criterion of use, it might have been assumed in example (12) handfinger ‘hand-
finger’, for ‘finger’ (p. 119), that the child included the noun “hand” maybe because he
or she did not know the Swedish word used for toes. He or she might just have wanted
to lay emphasis on the contrast with a view to making himself or herself understood. As
far  as  the  “Composition  relation”  is  concerned,  two  different  views  are  detailed,
H. Clark’s 1985 and J. Windsor’s 1993, which were not shared by I. Mellenius as early as
1997.  Indeed,  she  thought  that  “children’s  novel  compounds  most  often  manifest
temporary  relations”  (p. 120),  thus  setting  well-established  compounds  apart  from
coinages.  Two types  of  “Location  relation”  then  come  under  scrutiny,  but  the
explanation  of  example  (20)  kaffeglas ‘coffee-glass’  is  debatable:  the  sentence  “Our
classification is based on a discourse situation where a coffee glass refers to a glass that
happens to have coffee in it” (p. 121) sounds odd given that in English we would then
rather use the phrase “a glass of coffee”. Indeed, “a coffee glass”, which simply denotes
a certain type of glass as opposed to “a wine glass” for instance, can be empty; the same
distinction occurs between “a cup of coffee” and “a coffee cup” or “a cup of tea” and “a
teacup”.
25 The relations defined as Both: N1 is N2, Comparison: N2 similar to N1, Possession: N2 belongs to
N1,  Product: N1 source for N 2,  Source: N2 source for N 1, Content:  N2 about N1 and Protect:  N 2
protects from N1 make good reading before the study of argumental relations (p. 125). We
might wonder about the inclusion of curling iron in the latter category: to what extent is
it different from the purpose relation in that case? The authors have to complete the
previous list  with “Complex relations” that  are  “accidental”  and due to  “particular
discourse situations” (p. 125) before they can analyze the frequency of the semantic
relations in a table. They can thus make clear what pertains to generalizations or to
individual  profiles  (p. 126).  Their  comment  on  the  telic  relation  as  being  the  most
frequent  (p. 125)  echoes  P. Arnaud’s  remark  about  French  relationals  (p. 89).  To
conclude,  I. Mellenius  and  M. Rosenberg  stress  the  role  of  cognition  in  language
acquisition and expand on the question of meaning by comparing children and adults:
word creation cannot be studied without any insight into understanding, and although
they  are  convinced  that  “we  have  no  means  of  knowing”  how  established  NN
compounds are analyzed by the child, there is evidence of decomposition in the case of
coinages. A lot remains to be discovered when it comes to NN compounds, especially
novel ones, which is why both authors are glad to finally make interesting suggestions
for further studies of context dependency and pragmatic explanations so as to explore
in greater depth the adults’ or children’s linguistic usage. 
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3.7. Chapter 8, “The semantics of primary NN compounds: from
form to meaning, and from meaning to form” by Jesús Fernández-
Domínguez
26 This  chapter  starts  with  a  comparison  between  P. Štekauer’s  and  R. Jackendoff’s
theories to highlight their similarities and differences. After quoting previous semantic
research on compounds by O. Jespersen, A. Hatcher, R. Lees, P. Downing and J. Levi, a
definition  of  primary  NN  compounds  is  proposed  while  the  problem  of  meaning
predictability  is  tackled.  The  clear  summary  of  the  main  characteristics  of  the
onomasiological  and  of  the  semasiological  approaches  is  articulated  around  the
comparison between P. Štekauer’s model and the traditional morphological approach.
Then  the  focus  shifts  to  the  main  features  of  Parallel  Architecture  as defined  by
R. Jackendoff,  including function F which links N1  to N2 and is  preferred to R. Lees’
paraphrasing  (p. 135).  What  is  at  stake  in  Conceptual  Semantics  is  the  number  of
meanings  a  compound  may  have  and  the  potentiality  of  “promiscuity”  in
R. Jackendoff’s phrasing. We are then faced with two options: either there is an action-
argument  relationship  between  the  constituents  of  the  compound  or  there  is  not,
which is why there are two classes of compounds with different semantic relations. 
27 The dissimilarities between the two theories regarding the labels used are summed up
in two tables page 137. In P. Štekauer’s model, “each of [his] labels is intended to be
assigned to  one  compound constituent  and the  semantic  link  between them is  left
unexpressed”  (p. 138)  whereas  in  R. Jackendoff’s  it  is  specified  and  reversibility  is
studied. As far as COMP[osition] (X, Y) and MADE (X, FROM Y) are concerned, one might
wonder whether there might be some overlap, a remark J. Fernández-Domínguez also
makes in footnote 8 page 139. Several examples of the fundamental meanings within
NN compounds are listed, among which no. (16), bird1 song2, [SONG2
α; [MAKE (BIRD1,
α)]], whose paraphrase “a bird that produces songs” sounds strange in lieu of “a song
that  is  produced  by  birds”.  J. Fernández-Domínguez  emphasizes  two  innovations
introduced  by  R. Jackendoff:  the  “SIMILAR  (X,  Y)”  and  “PROTECT  (X,  Y,  FROM  Z)”
relations.  The  differences  between  the  two  formalizations  stand  out  all  the  more
pages 139 to 142: P. Štekauer’s is pared down to the minimum data while R. Jackendoff’s
does not forget any semantic detail.
28 The next  subsection is  devoted to  what  we learn about  language as  a  whole  when
studying NN compounds: what roles are assigned to syntax, to the lexicon and to word
formation? It  is  shown that  syntax only intervenes in  word formation through the
lexicon: “the key is the different approaches adopted by PA and the onomasiological
model towards the tasks of syntax in relation to word information” (p. 143). Although
R. Jackendoff  postulates the potential  agent where necessary while  P. Štekauer does
not,  although  extralinguistic/pragmatic  material  features  in  PA  but  not  in  the
onomasiological model, two figures illustrate three parallels between the two theories
pages 144  and  145.  Both  linguists  consider  “word  formation  as  a  separate  module”
while  they  “strictly  discriminate  the  roles  of  word formation and the  lexicon,  and
forbid direct access between word formation and syntax”.  Their “interpretations of
lexical entries” are “analogous in that in both cases the lexicon stores the syntactic,
phonological  and  semantic  information  that  cannot  be  recovered  from  word
formation”  (p. 145).  To  conclude,  the  author  sums up this  enlightening  contrast  as
follows:  “the  onomasiological  approach  gives  preference  to  the  semantics  derived
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directly  from  word  formation,  while  PA  is  interested  in  the  entirety  of  meaning”
(p. 149).
 
3.8. Chapter 9, “An analysis of phrasal compounds in the model of
Parallel Architecture” by Carola Trips
29 In this first article of the third part, which is “entitled “Other compound types”, the
emphasis is put on phrasal compounds, which, according to the author and contrary to
what generative models might have led us to believe, combine morphology and syntax.
To start with, it is useful to learn about the five properties she outlines so as to be able
to tell phrasal compounds from non-phrasal compounds. The hyphen versus quotation
marks ratios enable her to ponder the link to lexicalization and stress that regarding
intonation new research is needed. She underlines the fact that phrasal compounds are
a written phenomenon and that it is essential to set different categories for “pseudo-
phrasal compounds” and “real phrasal compounds”, in P. Hohenhaus’ words (p. 158).
The formal properties of the latter, which are determined by the presence or absence of
a predicate, are all listed clearly pages 159-160 before the links between heads and non-
heads come under study pages 161-163. The recent research on phrasal compounds,
especially A. Spencer’s as well as R. Lieber and S. Scalise’s, has stated the problem of
“the  lexical  integrity  hypothesis”  that  is  not  premised  on any  interaction  between
syntax and morphology. 
30 Carola Trips then comments on recent German papers dealing with phrasal compounds
to make her point through comparisons. She explains why she has chosen to apply
R. Jackendoff’s Parallel Architecture to English phrasal compounds and demonstrates
why “For the interpretation of PCs containing a predicate, instances of metonymy are
crucial” whenever “the semantic relation between the phrasal non-head and head is
not  direct”  (p. 172).  She  then  rightly  schematizes  her  analyses  before  discussing
R. Lieber’s framework quickly and applying it to a couple of phrasal compounds so that
readers get a clear idea of the contrast with R. Jackendoff’s model. 
 
3.9. Chapter 10, “Adjective-noun compounding in Parallel
Architecture” by Barbara Schlücker
31 Among  the  differences  between  adjective-noun  compounds  and  noun-noun
compounds,  the author throws into relief  the fact  that  they do not  have the same
semantic  relations  although  both  categories  are  believed  to  share  a  “classifying
meaning” (p. 178). While relying on R. Jackendoff’s Parallel Architecture, she highlights
the contrast between regularity and idiosyncrasy regarding noun-noun compounds “at
least in Germanic languages such as English and German” (p. 179). She also outlines
Construction  Morphology  as  defined  by  G. Booij  in  2010  to  compare  it  with
R. Jackendoff’s  framework  and  discuss  schemas  along  with  meaning  relations.  The
distinction between classifying and non-classifying nominal compounds leads to the
question of “the abstract semantic structure” (p. 181): where is the classifying meaning
included? She also studies synthetic compounds and compounds with proper names,
which are followed by a few of R. Jackendoff’s similar examples page 182. As far as “beta
cell” and “X-ray” are concerned, we might wonder whether they are real noun-noun
compounds given that letters of the Greek and Latin alphabets are used instead of N1.
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32 In  the  case  of  adjective-noun  compounds  appearing  in  theories  on  concept
categorization, examples might have come in handy to establish a distinction between
“type concepts” and “token concepts” (p. 183) and thus render the paper less abstract.
Barbara  Schlücker,  who  draws  on  L. Ortner  and  E. Müller-Bollhagen’s  [1991],
S. Simoska’s [1999], W. Motsch’s [2004] and her own 2014 pieces of research, points out
that German adjective-noun compounds can be seen in Parallel Architecture as falling
into “at least six semantic subclasses” (p. 185). This enables her to compare adjective-
noun compounds with “relational adjectives of the non-native type and their relation
to corresponding noun-noun compounds” (p. 185) with the aim of broaching the topic
of  semantic  specialization.  After  quoting a  few instances  of  German adjective-noun
compounds in which the adjective directly  modifies  the head noun,  she focuses on
possessive  compounds  whose  interpretation  is  this  time  metonymic.  She  is  also
interested in adjectives with an adverbial function or which are used not as modifiers
but as implicit nominal arguments, as well as in compounds that have a causal meaning
component. She stresses that “noun-noun compounds can be classified according to the
particular semantic modification relation involved” (p. 189), which is not the case of
adjective-noun  compounds  although  both  are  classificatory  in  meaning.  The  last
subclass she discusses is that of adjective-noun compounds with relational adjectives
before she concludes on the new function she proposes: IS A SUBTYPE OF “which takes
the subconcept and the superconcept as its arguments” (p. 191).
 
3.10. Chapter 11, “Neoclassical compounds in the onomasiological
approach” by Renáta Panocová
33 The author of this paper, who has chosen the onomasiological perspective, ponders the
neoclassical compounds that mostly feature in technical and scientific papers, which
implies  examining  their  degree  of  transparency  and  their  productivity.  While
contrasting the combinations of two bound stems and of one bound stem plus a word,
she wonders  whether  neoclassical  compounds constitute  a  distinct  class  within the
category of compounds and where to place the boundary between word formation and
borrowing.  The problems with terminology stem from the absence of  consensus on
bound stems and the confusing definition of neoclassical elements in the literature as
either  affixes,  prefixes  or  suffixes,  or  as  “combining  form[s]”  by  the  Oxford  English
Dictionary (p. 194).  L. Bauer  used  the  phrases  “Initial  combining  form”  and  “final
combining  form”  in  1983  and  1998,  when  S. Scalise  and  A. Bisetto  talked  about
“semiwords” in 2009 and P. ten Hacken about “neoclassical formatives”. M. Aronoff did
not see them as “entities of their own” in 1976 just like A. Lüdeling et al. in 2002, who
did not determine any precise status for them. To make things clearer though, P. ten
Hacken proposed a test as early as 1994 “to determine whether an element is a stem or
an affix” (p. 194).
34 Contrary to M. Aronoff and A. Lüdeling, R. Panocová herself is of the opinion that “[t]he
delimitation of the morphological status of neoclassical elements has a direct impact on
the definition of the morphological process which combines them” (p. 195). She is keen
on  showing  the  differences between  the  onomasiological  and  semasiological
approaches  to  specify  “neoclassical  formatives”  or  “neoclassical  combining  forms”
within P. Štekauer’s  framework.  According to  her,  these  phrases,  which seem more
appropriate because P. Štekauer does not refer to “affixation, compounding, blending
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and conversion”,  correspond to  the  status  of  “linguistic  signs”:  compounds  have  a
meaning and a form although they differ from affixes in the sense that “the direction of
attachment” is not given (p. 197). Before quoting several examples from the OED, she
comes  back  to  P. Štekauer’s  onomasiological  type,  OT,  and  to  his  onomasiological
structure, which consists of “the onomasiological base (OB) and the onomasiological
mark (OM) divided into the determined and determining constituents” (p. 198). After
this  didactic  parenthesis,  she  analyzes  a  few  complex  neoclassical  compounds  and
notices  that  the  principle  of  linguistic  economy prevails,  which  is  why  P. Štekauer
refers to types 3 and 4 as “speaker/writer-friendly, but less listener/reader-friendly”
(p. 202). She also alludes to her own 2014 research, which enabled her to assert that
“the number of neoclassical words resulting from back-formation is relatively high”
(p. 203). The comparison between English and Russian corpora is a revealing sign of the
importance  of  “[w]ord  formation  and  borrowing  in  the  onomasiological  theory”
(p. 203) as summarized in the conclusion: “Systematic and rule-governed neoclassical
word  formation  as  found  in  English  is  covered  in  the  word  formation  component
whereas neoclassical formations in the form of borrowings, as found in Russian, belong
to the domain of the Lexicon” (p. 207).
 
3.11. Chapter 12, “Three analyses of compounding: a comparison”
by Pius ten Hacken
35 This  chapter,  which  serves  as  an  effective  conclusion,  starts  with  the  dichotomy
between “classification and interpretation” (p. 211). P. ten Hacken draws up a list of the
problems inherent in previous theories the better to compare the three frameworks
presented in the volume. He specifies where the focus is in each of them and sums up
the main points before illustrating the three approaches by applying their principles to
the same compounds, mainly from Dutch. Examples of primary nominal compounds are
followed by those of verbal compounds, to which they are opposed in the generative
tradition, and by those with verbal non-heads. The final synopsis of the “similarities




36 Although the layout is very neat, a larger and darker font as well as a wider spacing




37 The great asset of the book is the detailed contributions by specialists in the field and,
among them, the three theoreticians whose frameworks are highlighted. The rational
plan that has been chosen allows a gradual progression from theory to practice and
from  generalities  to  particularities.  Such  didactic  props  as  summaries,  numbered
sections and subsections as well as figures and tables enable any reader to understand
quickly what compounding is all about. The scope of the book is greater thanks to the
different types mentioned: the authors do not just deal with Noun + Noun, but also with
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Adjective + Noun and neoclassical compounds. The cross-language studies that have
been carried out give you the opportunity to learn more about foreign languages such
as French, German, Swedish or Greek and as a result, about the specificities of English.
The issues of meaning and interpretation come across as being central and show why
semantics can no longer be bypassed in theories that aim to be as comprehensive as
possible. Because of those qualities, The Semantics of Compounding is indeed a must-read!
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